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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )M Responsive to communication(s) filed on 31 May 2001 . 
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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



This action is in response to the application filed on 05/31/2001. 



2. Claims 1-32 are pending. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

3. An initialed and dated copy of Applicant's IDS form 1449, Paper No. 06, is attached to 
the instant Office action. 



4. Claim 7 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

Claim 7 is objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c), as being of improper dependent form for 
failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is required to cancel the 
claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper dependent form, or rewrite the 
claim(s) in independent form. 

Appropriate correction is required. 



5. Claim 2, 3, 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 
Clarification and/or correction are required. 



Claim objections 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112, second paragraph 
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Regarding, claim 2, on line 8, the limitation, "generating intermediate data" is unclear as 
to generating intermediate data between what and what data is being generated based up on 
results of parsing the trace string. 

Claim 3, has the similar limitation to those in claim 2 with respect to "generating intermediate 
data", recited on the line 9. 

Claim 18, has the similar limitation to those in claim 2 with respect to "generating intermediate 
data", recited on the line 19. 

Claim 19, has the similar limitation to those in claim 2 with respect to "generating intermediate 
data", recited on the line 20. 

The rejection of the base claim is necessarily incorporated into the dependent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 Utility 

6. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or any new and 
useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 

7. Claims 1-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed 
to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 17 and 32 are non-statutory because they recite components of processing an 
application, representing functional descriptive material without the practical use. Claims 17-32 
thus amounts to only abstract idea and are nonstatutory. 

Claim 1 is non- statutory because it recite components of process for materializing a trace, 
representing functional descriptive material without a computer readable medium or computer 
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implemented, and without the practical use, process per se are not tangibly embodied. Claims 1- 
16 thus amounts to only abstract idea and are nonstatutory 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this 
title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claim 1-4, 8-13, 17-32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Trace Navigation and Analyzer Tool Prototype (High Level Design: First Draft), 
published on April 12, 2001, by Chatterjee, hereinafter called Chatterjee in view of US 
Patent No. 6,282,701 to Wygodny et al., hereinafter called Wygodny. 

Per claim 1 : 
Chatterjee disclose: 

- A process for materializing a trace in a markup language syntax (page 2, last paragraph, 
section 3.2 " Certain trace strings. . . require hyperlinking") 

- parsing the trace sting (page 2, second paragraph, section 3.0 "parsing the trace string' 5 ); 
and 

generating a new version of the trace in a markup language syntax (page 2, last 
paragraph, section 3.2 " Certain trace strings... require hyperlinking" and page 3, first 
paragraph, "Highlighted text — One might. . . highlighting (a new version) a. . . string in 
trace data") 



Application/Control Number: 09/872,647 



Art Unit: 2124 



Page 5 



Chatterjee does not explicitly disclose receiving a trace comprising a trace string. 

However, Wygodny discloses in an analogous computer system discloses receiving a 
trace comprising a trace string (col. 6, lines 5-6 "The trace data collected by the client-side 
library"). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the method of receiving trace data as taught by Wygodny 
into the method of generating traces in a markup language syntax as taught by Chatterjee. The 
modification would be obvious because of one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to 
receive the trace data for an optimized monitoring of trace data system as suggested by 
Wygodny (col. 2, lines 27-48). 

Per claims 2 and 3: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and further, Chatterjee disclose: 

- generating intermediate data based upon results of parsing the trace string (page 3, last 
paragraph, section 4.2 "Based on user specific keyword(s) hyperlinks are created to ease 
navigation. . . a hyperlink is created from the trace string in the source node's trace to the 
destination node's trace file") 
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Per claims 4 and 8: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and further, Chatterjee disclose: 

- the new version of the trace in markup language syntax comprises a hyperlink to another 
trace (page 3, last paragraph, section 4.2 "a hyperlink is created from the trace string in 
the source node's trace to the destination node's trace file") 

Per claims 9 and 10: 

The rejection of claim 8 is incorporated, and further, Chatterjee disclose: 

- which the communications operation is a 1-to-l operation (page 2, last paragraph, section 
3.2 "trace string. . . require hyperlinking or allowing users to jump to another trace string 
in a different file") 

Per claim 11: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and further, Chatterjee disclose: 

- receiving a search condition for emphasizing a pattern (page 3, last paragraph, section 4.4 
navigational tool allows a tool to search regular expressions in all the trace file") 

Per claim 12: 

The rejection of claim 1 1 is incorporated, and further, Chatterjee disclose: 

- which the new version of the trace in markup language syntax comprises a markup 
language statement for visually highlighting the trace (page 3, first paragraph, 
"Highlighted text - One might. . . highlighting (a new version) a. . . string in trace data") 
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Per claim 13: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and further, Chatterjee does not explicitly disclose 

receiving a filter condition for filtering out the trace. 

However, Wygodny in an analogous computer system discloses receiving a filter 

condition for filtering out the trace (col. 8, lines 40-42 "The analyzer. . . allows the developer. . . 

to open. . . trace. . . window. . . different filter (trace control instructions) for each of window"). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the method of filter the traces as taught by Wygodny into 
the method of generating traces in a markup language syntax as taught by Chatterjee. The 
modification would be obvious because of one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to 
filter the traces because tracing is done on various parallel processors as suggested by Wygodny 
(col. 2, lines 27-48). 

Claim 17 is the system claim corresponding to process claim 1 and rejected under the same 
rational set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 1 above. 

Claim 18 is the system claim corresponding to process claim 2 and rejected under the same 
rational set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 2 above. 

Claim 19 is the system claim corresponding to process claim 3 and rejected under the same 
rational set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 3 above. 

Claim 20 is the system claim corresponding to process claim 4 and rejected under the same 
rational set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 4 above. 
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Per claim 21: 

The rejection of claim 20 is incorporated, and further, Chatterjee disclose: 

- hyperlink comprises links to a plurality of other traces (page 3, last paragraph, section 4.2 
"a hyperlink is created from the trace string in the source node's trace to the destination 
node's trace file") 

Claim 22 is the system claim corresponding to process claim 8 and rejected under the same 
rational set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 8 above. 

Claim 23 is the system claim corresponding to process claim 9 and rejected under the same 
rational set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 9 above. 

Claim 24 is the system claim corresponding to process claim 10 and rejected under the same 
rational set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 10 above. 

Claim 25 is the system claim corresponding to process claim 12 and rejected under the same 
rational set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 12 above. 

Claim 26 is the system claim corresponding to process claim 14 and rejected under the same 
rational set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 14 above. 

Claim 27 is the system claim corresponding to process claim 15 and rejected under the same 
rational set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 15 above. 

Claim 28 is the system claim corresponding to process claim 16 and rejected under the same 
rational set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 16 above. 
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Per claim 29 and 31: 

The rejection of claim 28 is incorporated, and further, Chatterjee does not explicitly disclose 
traces are stored in a trace log file. 

However, Wygodny in an analogous computer system discloses traces are stored in a 

trace log file (col. 3, lines 1 1-12 "The data in the buffer. . . be saved to a trace log file for later 

use"). 

The feature of storing a trace log file would be obvious for the reasons set forth in the 
rejection of claim 2. 

Per claim 30: 

The rejection of claim 29 is incorporated, and further, Chatterjee does not explicitly disclose in 
which new trace log is sorted in time order. 

However, Wygodny in an analogous computer system discloses new trace log is sorted in 
time order (col. 20, line 27-28 "the trace detail pane 316 also shows time stamps") 

The feature of trace log is sorted in time order would be obvious for the reasons set forth 
in the rejection of claim 2. 

Claim 32 is the computer program product claim corresponding to process claim 1 and rejected 
under the same rational set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 1 above. 
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10. Claim 14-16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chatterjee, 
Wygodny in view of Extensible Markup Language (XML) 1.0 (Second Edition), 
published by W3C in Oct. 6, 2000, hereinafter called W3C. 

Per claim 14, 15 and 16: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and further, neither Chatterjee nor Wygodny explicitly 
disclose the markup language syntax comprises a variant of SGML and markup language syntax 
comprises XML. 

However, W3C discloses the markup language syntax comprises a variant of SGML 
(page 4, section, "Introduction - XML documents are conforming SGML documents") and 
markup language syntax comprises XML (page 4, section "Introduction - XML documents are 
made up of. . . and logical structure"). It would be obvious to use the browser which language 
understands to display information. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the method using SGML and XML markup language as 
taught by W3C into the method of generating traces in a markup language syntax as taught in 
combination by Chatterjee and Wygodny. The modification would be obvious because of one of 
ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to use SGML and XML markup language to display 
the metadata and support wide variety of data as suggested by W3C (page 4-5). 
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Conclusion 



1 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 



The following patent is cited to further show the state of the art with respect to trace 
navigation tool. 

US Patent No. 6,738,778 to Williamson et al. 
US Patent No. 5,708,825 to Sotomayor et al. 
US Patent No. 6,708,173 to Behr et al. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Satish S. Rampuria whose telephone number is 703-305-8891. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 am to 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kakali Chaki can be reached on (703) 305-9662. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



disclosure. 



Satish S. Rampuria 
Patent Examiner 
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